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ENHYDRUS CASTELNAU, 1834 (INSECTA, COLEOPTERA) : PRO- 
POSED VALIDATION UNDER THE PLENARY POWERS. Z.N.(S.) 398 

By J. Balfour-Browne ( British Museum (Natural History) y London) and 
Per Brinck (Lunds Universitets Zoologislca Institution , Sweden) 

Enhydrus Castelnau (1834, £tud. Ent. (2) : 110) is currently in use for a 
genus of gyrinidae. It also forms the basis for a family -group name, first 
published as a tribe, enhydeini, by Regimbart (1882, Ann. Soc. ent . France 
(6)2 : 391). The late Dr. F. Guignot (1954, Bull. Ann. Soc. ent. Belg. 90 : 45) 
claimed that Enhydrus Castelnau, being a junior homonym of Enhydrus 
Dahl (1823, Col. u. Lepid. : 34), was to be rejected and proposed the new name 
Prothydrus for the genus, also changing the family-group name to prothydrinae. 
Guignot’s proposal has not been accepted by current students of the family, 
perhaps principally on the grounds of conservation of a name in use for 120 
years. An investigation has, however, shown a complicated situation with 
regard to the name Enhydrus and a ruling by the Commission is required. 

2. According to Neave (1939, Nomend. 2 : 234) Enhydrus , so spelt, first 
appeared in Rafinesque (1815, Analyse : 77) as a name in Reptilia. Miss A. G. C. 
Grandison, of the Zoological Department, British Museum (Nat. Hist.), informs 
us that a spelling Enhydris was first proposed for a reptile by Latreille (1802, 
Hist. nat. Rept. : 200). Rafinesque (loc. cit.) accords a paragraph to sea snakes, 
and one such snake genus is listed as Enhydrus Daud. Daudin (1803, Hist. nat. 
Rept. : 232), however, used the spelling Enhydris. It therefore appears to be 
either an error on Rafinesque’s part, or a typographical error, and not a 
deb berate intention to emend the spelling of the name. Enhydrus Rafinesque 
has never subsequently been used in Reptilia. We therefore propose that the 
name Enhydrus Rafinesque, 1815, be considered to be an erroneous subsequent 
spelling of the name Enhydris Latreille, 1802. 

3. Enhydrus Dahl, 1823 (loc. cit.) appeared next in order of date and is 
attributed by Dahl to [Megerle] v. M.[uehlfeld]. It was never described or 
published by Megerle. Dahl used the name in the family hydrophttjdae of 
modem authors, and included a number of valid species now distributed over at 
least seven genera. Dahl’s work, though “ published ” in the normal sense 
and though bearing a subsidiary title “ Ein Systematisches Verzeichniss ” is, 
in effect, no more than a price list (see PI. 2) and as such should be rejected 
by the Commission and declared not available. 

4. MacLeay (1825, Annul. Jav. 1 : 35) described a new species, pollens , 
which he placed in a genus Enhydrus attributed to Megerle. The species 
described by MacLeay is known and is currently regarded as belonging to the 
genus Helochares Mulsant, 1844, in the hydrophilidae. MacLeay’s action, 
however, could be accepted as providing an indication to validate his publica- 
tion of the generic name Enhydrus which should be attributed to him. This 
would, however, be undesirable, since the name Enhydrus has never been 
subsequently attached to this generic concept which has been known for 115 
years by the name Helochares Mulsant (1844, Palp. Errata). In conformity 
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with the principle of conservation it is desirable that the name Enhydrus 
MacLeay, 1825, should be suppressed. 

5. Mulsant (1844, Palp. : 132) proposed a new genus Hebpkilus to include 
two species, Dytiscus lividus, Forster, 1771, and Helophilus melanophthalmus 
Mulsant. In an “ Errata et Addenda ” slip following the plate in the British 
Museum (Nat. Hist.) copy of this work the following appears : — “ p. 132 au 
lieu de Genre Helophilus , Helophile ; Nob. ce nom generique ayant deja ete 
employe pour designer certaines syrephies, lisez : Genre Helochares , Helochare ; 
Nob.” This change of name seems necessary in view of the existence of an 
Helophilus Leach, 1817, reputed to be an emendation of Elophila Meigen, 1803, 
and an Helophilus Meigen, 1822. Thomson, 1859 (Skand. Col. 1 : 18) designated 
D. lividus as type of Helochares. Another replacement name, Helophygas , 
for Helophilus Mulsant, 1844, was published by Motschoulsky (1853, Hydrocan. 
Russ. : 11). 

6. Dejean (1833, Cat. Coleopt. (ed. 2) : 48) proposed a generic name 
Epinectus , ascribed to Eschscholtz, for a single species listed as sulcatus Dejean. 
There is no published description of a sulcatus by Dejean although it is, very 
probably, as asserted by Aube (1836, Icon. Col. 5 : 379), the species previously 
described as Gyrinus sulcatus Wiedemann (1821, in Germar, Mag. Ent. 4 : 119). 
The name Epinectus Dejean, 1833, must be rejected as a nomen nudum. 

7. Laporte de Castelnau (1834, ]£tud. Ent. (2) : 110) proposed the name 
Enhydrus in the gyrinidae for the single species, Gyrinus sulcatus Wiedemann, 
which is the type-species by monotypy. 

8. Begimbart (1877, Ann . Soc . ent. France (5) 7 : 105) referred to Aube 
(1838, Spec. Col. 6 : 652) who stated that “ the genus Enhydrus was created 
by Laporte de Castelnau for Gyrinus sulcatus of Wiedemann. Eschscholtz, 
in an unpublished work had already indicated the same generic concept 
under the name Epinectus ” (transl.). Unfortunately Begimbart then elected 
to adopt the name Enhydrus Castelnau with two subgenera : Enhydrus (s. str.) 
for the Australian species now placed in Macrogyrus Begimbart, 1882, and 
Epinectes for the South American species, now placed in Enhydrus Castelnau. 
B6gimbart wrote that he wished to conserve “ Epinectes Eschscholtz ” which 
was based on Gyrinus sulcatus Wiedemann, so Epinectes Begimbart, 1877, is 
an objective synonym of Enhydrus Castelnau, 1834, having the same type- 
species. 

9. Begimbart (1882, Ann. Soc. ent. France (6) 2 : 430) recognized that 
Epinectes Begimbart, 1877, was a simple synonym of Enhydrus Castelnau, 1834 
and (loc. cit. : 432) created the new genus Macrogyrus for the Australian species 
(and South American species now placed in Andogyrus Ochs (1924, Ent. Bldtt. 
20 : 236)). 

10. We therefore ask the International Commission on Zoological Nomen- 
clature : 

(1) to use its plenary powers to suppress the generic name Enhydrus MacLeay, 

1825, for the purposes of the Law of Priority but not for those of the 

Law of Homonymy ; 

(2) to place the work entitled Coleoptera und Lepidoptera. Ein Systematisches 

Verzeichniss , published in 1823 by Georg Dahl, on the Official Index of 


